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Table 1

A Comparison of China-Born English Speakers and Belarusians Across all Groups

Category Chinese and Belarusians English Speaker Across All Groups

Variables Average of Chinese Average of Belarusians Absolute Difference *Percentage Difference
English Speakers English Speakers

Turns 7 13.25 6.26 0.894286

Words 296.2857 455.5625 159.2768 0.53758

Turn length 36.61224 34.382075 2.230165 0.064864

Overlap 2.43355 4.75 2.31645 0.95188

Latching 0.75 0.875 0.125 0.16667

Backchannel 7.1071425 2.875 42321425 1.47205

*Notes: Percentage Difference = Absolute Differences / Base, Base is the value of Average of Chinese English Speakers or Average of
Belarusians English Speakers, which is smaller.

Table 2

A Comparison of Chinese English Speakers only Across all Groups

Category Chinese English Speakers Across All Groups

Variables Average in Minority group Average in Majority group Absolute Difference *Percentage Difference
Turns 8 10.1428 2.1428 0.26785
Words 326 266.5714 59.4286 0.2229369
Turn length 40.84 26.2818 14.5582 0.553927
Overlap 3 1.8671 1.1329 0.07118
Latching 0.5 1 0.5 1
Backchannel 11.5 2.714285 8.785715 3.23684

*Notes: Percentage Difference = Absolute Differences / Base, Base is the value of Average in minority group or Average in Majority group,
which is smaller.

Table 3

A Comparison of Belarusians English Speakers Across all Groups
Category Belarusians English Speakers Across All Groups
Variables Average in Minority group Average in Majority group Absolute Difference *Percentage Difference
Turns 6 20.5 14.5 2.41667
Words 340 570.125 230.125 0.67684
Turn length 56.667 29.605 27.062 0.91410
Overlap 3 6.5 35 1.16667
Latching 0 1.75 1.75
Backchannel 1 4.75 3.75 3.75

*Notes: Percentage Difference = Absolute Differences / Base, Base is the value of Average in minority group or Average in Majority group,
which is smaller

From the three tables, we can see that Chinese Table 4 ] )
belong to the high considerateness communication A Comparison of Backchannel Signals Between

L o . . . Chinese and Belarusians Across all groups
pattern which gives priority to showing consideration of group

others in communicative situations, while Belarusians’  Category Backchannel signals between Chinese and
communication styles are the high involvement which ~ Belausians Across All Groups
gives priority to involvement to the communication  Types Chinese Belarusians Total  Percentage
situations. Participants ~ Participants
And gene.rally, A§1an culturq belongs 'to collectivist Al Right g ) 10 0.12048
cultures, like Chinese, which are instances of gy 13 4 17 0.20482
considerateness style, whereas Western individualistic =~ Yeah 12 16 28 0.33735
; it hioh i OK 1 6 7 0.08434
cultures, like Belarus, tend to exhibit high involvement Yes ] 5 6 0.07229
style. Oh 4 4 0.09639
Sentences 5 6 11 0.13253
All 40 43 83
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We further investigated the backchannels. We divided
Backchannels into 7 types, and they were “All Right”,
“En”, “Yeah”, “Ok”, “Yes”, “Oh”, and Sentences that
indicated backchannels. We compared the Backchannels
that all Chinese and Belarusians used, and the results were
shown in Table.4. From Table 4, from an overall point
of view, “Yeah” was the most frequently used type of
backchannel between Chinese and Belarusians across all
groups, accounting for about 34 percent, followed by “En”,
which occupied around 20 percent. “Yes” was the least
used in both groups, which only accounted for 7 percent.

From the Table, it is clearly seen that Belarusians and
Chinese adopt different words, or strategies that signaled
they were still listening to the speakers. Among all the
types of Backchannels, “En” was the most frequently used
backchannel signals among Chinese participants which
occurred 13 times. By contrast, it was observed only 4
times among Belarusians in the meetings. Besides “En”,
“Yeah” was another frequently used type of backchannel
among Chinese group, which occurred 12 times. The third
type of backchannel that Chinese participants like to use
was “All Right”, “Oh” was the least used backchannel
signals among Chinese participants, No “Oh” was used
among Chinese participants in our studies, and however,
it occurred 4 times among Belarusians participants.
“OK” and “Yes” were also seldom used among Chinese
participants to indicate that they were still listening to the
speakers, only 1 times was observed in both types among
Chinese participants.

Among Belarusians participants, “Yeah” was the
most frequently-used method to express their attention
to speakers, which occurred 16 times, far beyond other
types of Backchannels. Other types of Backchannel, such
as “En”, “OK”, “Yes”, “Oh” and sentences that signaled
backchannels were almost the same in terms of frequency.
However, “All Right” was the least types of backchannel
that Belarusians used to show their attention to speakers,
and only 2 times were observed in our studies.

4. CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

4.1 Conclusions

In conclusion, our studies indicate that there are
differences in communication style between the two
groups of participants in our study when they work
in mixed groups. Our studies suggest that group
composition have an effect on communication patterns
as our participants moved from being a majority to a
minority in a group. Our findings support those in the
area of intercultural research that looked at people from
collectivists cultures in contrast with individualistic
cultures, which found that collectivists are more likely
to diverge their communication patterns from out-group
interlocutors individualists (Gallois, Ogay, & Giles, 1995).
Additionally, our findings also support the proposition
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that individualists will converge linguistically toward
collective groups. (Gallois et al., 1995) as shown in table
3, Belarus participant spoke less and took few turns in
terms of contribution, when the Belarus participant was
surrounded by a majority of Chinese in a group. With
regard to participation, all of the three variables, overlaps,
latching, and backchannels, decreased as Belarus
participant was in a majority of Chinese group, known
as collective groups. And this tendency demonstrates the
proposition that individualists, which is the Belarus in our
study, converge linguistically toward collective groups
which is the Chinese groups in this study.

These findings may be explained as another aspect of
CAT that was developed to resolve the tension between
the cognitive goals of communication effectiveness.
Convergence may be explained by the cognitive goal
of facilitating comprehension and affective goals of
evoking listener’s social approval. And Divergence can be
explained by the cognitive goal to encourage the listener to
adopt a more situationally appropriate speech pattern and
the affective goal to emphasize distinctiveness and in turn
to reinforce a positive sense of identity. In other words,
the Chinese participants as they became a minority in a
group, the divergence we observed in a communication
patters might be explained by another aspect of CAT,
the affective function of identity maintenance. In other
words, Chinese groups which belong to the Asian cultures
diverge from Belarusian speakers’ characteristics and
emphasize distinctiveness and thus reinforce their positive
sense of identity. Additionally, this divergence encourages
the listeners to adopt a more situationally appropriate
speech pattern. A situationally appropriate speech pattern
may depend on the location of communication pattern,
which means that the Chinese participants encourage the
Belarus participants to use the communication patterns
in China based on the assumption that it is a more
appropriate pattern for the situation. According to CAT,
this is explained by their collectivist value orientation.

As opposed to divergence, convergence occurred
in our research. The Belarusian converged in her
communication styles when she was in a majority of
Chinese groups, which might be explained by cognitive
goals of facilitating comprehension and affective goals
of evoking listener’s social approval. The convergence
of communication styles, on one hand, improves the
effectiveness of communication, on the other hand, evokes
social approval by Chinese groups.

4.2 Implications

Our studies provide a more detailed way of looking at
communication between the two cultural groups, one that
recognizes the potential effect of language or lingua franca
in determining the Chinese and Belarusian communication
pattern and at the same time, revealing another aspect of
accommodation that may explain the Chinese diverging
linguistic style when the two groups are working together



on a single task.

This study has implications for those who are engaged
in managing, training, working or teaching heterogeneous
groups composed of members from Chinese and Belarus.
Managers, trainers, workers and teachers need to make
Chinese aware of their own communication patterns.
And also they need to be educated about particular
conversational behaviors that characterize this style.

Similarly, Belarusian English Speakers need to be
educated about the importance of in-group status for
collectivist culture may attempt to preserve their own
communication pattern and their group identity, a desire
that impedes effective communication. And also by
helping the two groups of people understand each other’s
conversational styles, they tend to achieve more effective
communication and learn to evoke social approval.
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